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REPLY BRIEF 

This Reply is in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed January 29. 2007. 
Because tliis Reply is submitted on or before March 29, 2007, the two (2) month shortened 
statutory period of response, this Reply is tirnely filed. 



REPLY 



Applicants respectfully submit that the claim interpretations set forth in the 
Examiner's Answer and relied upon in the final Office Action dated January 12, 2006 are 
incorrect and do not establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Applicants' comments are presented in the order provided in the Examiners 
Answer, and not in numerical order. 

A. Claim 42 

Independent claim 42 stands finally rejected over the combination of U.S. Patent 
No. 6.349,096 to l..iu et al {"Liu") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6, 1 30,893 to Whittaker et ai. 

CWhitiaker). 
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As previously discussed and agreed upon, Liu does not teach, or even suggest, 
communscation via at least one derived digital telephone voice channel carried over an 

Internet connection and by first and second digiUai subscriber lines. Liu simply discloses 
separating communicated data into either voice signals or data signal for eventual 
communications along a digital Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) or a packet- 
based wide area network {WAN). See Liu at coi. 3, lines 51 to 56 and col. 4, lines 45 to 
47. No where in Liu is it disclosed, or even suggested, that a digital voice channel may be 
carved out of or "derived" from the packet-based WAN. 

Contraiy to the characterization offered or suggested on page 4, lines 11 to 21 of 
the Answer, i/y/?/ffaAer does not provide or compensate for the insufficiencies of Liu. 
Wlvttal<er slinpiy discloses "a packet-based telepiione 31" and "a digital appliance 84" that 
may be utilized with low bit rate, low cost digital voice lines. See VVhittaker at coi. 3, lines 
11 to 16 and coi. 3, lines 17 to 21 , respectively. Wiiittaker does not disclose or even 
suggest the creation of a digital voice channel, much less that a digital voice channel may 
be carved out of or "derived" from a packet data line of any kind. Thus, the 
communications of W!iittal<er are simply digital communications communicated over digital 
lines, and are not communicated over a digital voice channel carved out of a packet data 
line, a recited in independent claim 42. 

Moreover, Applicants maintain that the route selection in Liu teaches away from a 
combination with VVhittaker because, aside from the clear separation of voice 
communication from data communication in Liu, it is unlikely that one skilled in the art 
would seek to combine the low bandwidth digital telephone call of Whittaker with high data 
rate communications of IJu, after Liu e.xplicitly segregated these communications to 
remove low bandwidth or slow communcations. 

For at least these reasons. Applicants maintain that the combination of Liu and 
Wiiittaker ls insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Thus, independent 
claim 42 is allowable over the cited art. 

B. Claim 12 

Independent claim 12 and dependent claims 13 to 19 and 21 to 27 stand finally 
rejected over the combination of IJu in view of Wfiittaker and further in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,453,022 to Weinman, Jr. {"Weinman"). 
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Applicants submit that the remarks and comments to the rejection set forth in 
connection with independent daim 42 (Section 1-A) are appiicabie, at ieast in part, to the 
rejection set forth in connection with independent ciairn 12. For example, Applicants 
maintain that the comliination of Liu and l/V?7/^te/<er faii to disclose or even suggest the 
creation of a digitai voice channel, much less that a digital voice channel may be carved 
out of or "derived" from a packet data iine of any kind. Independent claim 12 further 
recites, in relevant part, a subscriber unit configured to select one of a plurality of derived 
digitai voice channels for a voice communication. 

Weinman does not ciire the insufficiencies noted above. For example, Weinman 
simply discioses a multi-line telephone 110 having two or rriore telephone lines which may 
be separate telephone lines or may be fewer lines that are multiplexed to provide 
functionality for a greater number of telephone lines. See Weinman cot. 3, lines 20 to 26. 
in other words, the telephone lines could be many individua! digital or analog lines or 
multiplexed analog phones lines. The multi-iine telephone of Weinman simply allows for 
selection of one of these lines, but does not derive a digital voice channel much less allov^ 
for selection of a derived digital voice channel on one of the selected lines. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants maintain that the combination of Liu, 
Wiiittai<er and Weinman is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Thus, independent claim 12 and dependent claims 13 to 19 and 21 to 27 are allowable 
over the cited art. 

C. Claim 28 

Irdependent claim 28 and dependent claims 29 to 41 stand finally rejected over the 
combination of Liu in view of Whittaker and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,930,250 to 
Klok et al. ('Klok"). 

Applicants submit that the remarks and comments to the rejection set forth in 
connection with independent claim 42 (Section l-A) are applicable, at ieast in part, to the 
rejection set forth in connection with independent claim 28. F"or example, Applicants 
submit that the combination of Liu and lA''7?/lfa/(erfail to disclose or even suggest the 
creation of a hybrid circuit, much less that a hybrid circuit comprising a virtual circuit and a 
switched circuit. 
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Applicants submit that tiie combihation of Liu, Whittaker and Klok does not disciose, 
among other things, the claimed first hybrid circuit for voice telephone calls in combination 

with the other features of claim 28. iVioreover, as discussed above in Section i-A, these 
reference are aiso not properly combinabie and appear to actuaiiy teach away from 
combination. As previously discussed, Liu and i/i^'ft/ffa/fer relate to completely different 
systems (high bit rate vs. low bit rate) and disclose completely different goals and 
motivations. Klok has been added merely to show an unrelated network with an IWU. 
Thus, Klok does not satisfy the insufficiencies of the combination of Liu and Whittaker. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants maintain that the combination of Liu, 
Whittal<er an6 Klok is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Thus, 
independent claim 28 and dependent claims 29 to 41 are allowable over the cited art. 

D. Claim 20 

Claim 20 stands finally rejected over the combination of Liu in view of Whittaker and 
further in view of Weinman and further in view Klok. 

Applicants submit that the remarks and comments to the rejection set forth in 
connection VA/ith independent claims 12 (Section l-B) are applicable, at least in part, to the 
rejection set forth in connection with claim 20. And because independent claim 12 !s 
allowable over the cited art, dependent claim 20 is likewise allowable for at least the same 
reasons. The addition of Klok does not satisfy the insufficiencies noted above in 
connection with the combinations of Liu and Whittaker, and Liu, Whittaker and Weinman. 
Thus, Applicants maintain that the combination oi' Liu, Whittai<er, Weinman and K/o/f fails 
to disclose or even suggest the creation of a digital voice channel, much less that a digital 
voice channel may be can/ed out of or "derived" from a packet data line of any kind. 

For at least these reasons. Applicants maintain that the combination of Liu, 
Whittaker Weinman and Klok is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Thus, dependent 20 is allowable over the cited art. 

n. CONCLUSION 

The errors in the pending obviousness rejections are discussed with respect to the 
independent claims for purposes of brevity. The respective dependent claims are 
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submitted to be allowabie for at least the same reasons. Applicants submit that this case 
is in condition for ailovvance. 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LiONE 
P.O. Box 10395 
Chicago, Illinois 60610 
(312) 321-7732 



RespectfullY..^bmitted, 

K4atthew T. Ridsdale 
Registration No. 56,832 
Attorney for Applicants 
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